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U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION I

Report No. 50-193/84-02

Docket No. 50-193

License No. R-95 Priority Category F-

Licensee: Rhode Island Atomic Energy Commission
Nuclear Science Center
South Ferry Road
Narragansett, Rhode Island 02882

Facility Name: Rhode Island Nuclear Science Center Reactor

Appraisal At: Narragansett, Rhode Island

Appraisal Conducted: September 18-20, 1984

2.ht/Inspectors: . /*

E. Woltner, Emergency Preparedness date
Specialist
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S. Hawley,'Se for Development Engineer, /dat4
PNL

/i

Approved by: On YJW 7 29f
T. HarpsteY, ief Emergency da_te
Preparedness ction, DETP

Appraisal Summary: Apprai 1 on September 18-20, 1984 (Report No. 50-193/
84-02)

Areas Inspected: Special announced emergency preparedness appraisal regarding
the implementation of the Emergency Preparedness Program.

Results: No violations were identified. The emergency preparedness program
in ger.eral provides reasonable assurance that the emergency response organiza-
tion can respond in the event of a radiological emergency, however, fifteen
improvement items regarding procedures and the improvement of emergency equip-
ment were identified.
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DETAILS

1. Emergency Organization

The inspectors reviewed the overall emergency organization as shown in
Figure 3-1 of the Emergency Plan and noted that appropriate authorities,
functional areas, lines of succession and interfaces had been established.

Based on the above findings this portion of the licensee's program appears
to be acceptable.

2. Onsite Organization

The inspectors reviewed the description and responsibilities of the onsite
organization as shown in Section 3.1.1 of the Emergency Plan. The inspec-
tors held discussions and conducted walkthroughs with onsite response per-
sonnel having key positions within the organization and noted that
response personnel interviewed demonstrated adequate knowledge to perform
effectively in the emergency organization. The inspector also noted that
no formal training program drill scenarios or lesson plans for key emer-
gency personnel were available for review.

Based on the above findings this portion of the licensee's program appears
to be acceptable, but the following matter should be considered for im-
provement.

Develop a training matrix for key emergency personnel and provide for*

drills and an audit program to demonstrate the adequacy of these
decision making personnel (Emergency Director and Emergency Coordi-
nator (193/84-02-01).

3. Functional Areas

The inspectors reviewed functions of the emergency director (ED) and emer-
gency coordinator (EC) listed in the emergency plan, interviewed licensee
personnel and conducted walk-throughs with individuals who were identified
as potential candidates for these positions. The inspectors noted that
implementing procedures used to delineate predetermined actions on the
functions are not detailed enough and do not provide adequate assurance
that all necessary actions will be considered in a timely manner.

Based on the above findings, this portion of the licensee's program
appears to be acceptable, but the following matter should be considered
for improvement * More detailed implementing procedures should be devel-
oped for the ED and EC for use during each emergency action level which
delineates all necessary actions or considerations to be initially per-
formed. (193/84-02-02) .

L_____



..

.

,

2

4. Fire Protection

The inspectors interviewed a member of the Narragansett Fire Department
and noted that the fire protection service is provided by the Fire Depart-
ment as requested. RIAEC has provided tours and inspection of the facil-
ity to the Fire Department. The Emergency Plan has been reviewed by the
Fire Department members as part of their training program.

Based on the above findings this portion of the licensee's program appears
to be acceptable.

'

5. Police Protection

The inspectors held discussions with members of the U.R.I. Security Depart-
ment and noted that they can provide support for ever,ts such as civil dis-
turbances, traffic control, unauthorized entry to the Reactor facility,
and assistance with evacuations. The inspectors also interviewed members
of Narragansett Police Department and noted that police protection is pro-
vided as required. They will relieve the URI Security and will be respon-
sible for preventing access to the site by unauthorized individuals until
relieved by the Rhode Island State Police.

Based on the above findings this portion of the licensee's program
appears to be acceptable.

6. Information Releases to the News Media and Public

The Emergency Information Officers, who provide information to the public,
are the Director of the Defense Civil Preparedness Agency and the Chairman
of the Rhode Island AEC. Both are senior personnel in their organization.

Based on the above findings this portion of the licensee's program appears
to be acceptable.

7. Notification and Activation of Emergency Organization

Th2 inspector reviewed Sections 7.1 " Notification", 8.4 " Emergency Commun-
1:ations" and 8.5 " Notifications of Emergency to NRC and Other Agencies"
of the Emergency Plan (EP), Emergency Plan Implementing Procedures (EPIP's)'

and Abnormal Procedures (AP's). The inspector inspected communications
equipment and notification lists and conducted interviews with licensee
personnel.

Notification lists were current and posted or otherwise available. The
communications equipment was operable.

It was noted that the EPIP's are not clearly labelled for all emergency
classes or situations with the title of the person responsible for making
notifications, especially the notifications in Section 8.5 of the Emer-
gency Plan.
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Communication drills have not yet been conducted. It was noted however
that the licensee has frequent routine contact with the offsite notifica-
tion agency (Rhode Island Electric Protection Company). Provisions for
call back verification messages were being implemented at the time of the
appraisal.

Based on the above findings this portion of the licensee's program appears
to be acceptable but the following item should be considered for improve-
ment * Each applicable EP procedure should be clearly labelled with the
title of the indivudal responsible for making notifications, including use
of the notification checklist. (193/84-02-03)

8. Id_ entification and Classification Procedures

The inspectors reviewed applicable sections of the Emergency Plan, EPIP's,
Abnormal Procedures and interviewed individuals who a*e responsible for
identification and classification of emergency events.

Emergency Action Levels (EALs) and Emergency Classifications although men-
tioned in the EP are not included or referenced in the EPIP's or AP's.
Most of the EALs are rather general and, even where based on facility
instrumentation, do not provide all the specifics necessary for timely
identification and classification of emergency events.

During interviews with personnel who are responsible for identification
and classification, it was noted that most were unfamiliar with EALs and
event classification. The EPIP's are not designed to provide guidance on
emergency classification to the responsible individuals. The actions to
be taken in EPIP's are not integrated with classification levels and EALs.

Based on the above findings this portion of the licensee's program appears
to be acceptable but the following items should be considered for improve-
ment.

Improve the specificity of the EALs to permit timely decision making*

by the responsible individuals. (193/84-02-04).

Incorporate EALs in a procedure or in such a manner that they may be*

used by the responsible individual to arrive at a formal classifica-
tion and declaration of an emergency event and initiate appropriate
action for all classification levels. (193/84-02-05).

Review EPIPs and APs to determine if the information required for*

performing the appropriate actions are contained in the procedure.
(193/84-02-06)
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9. Equipment

The inspectors reviewed applicable sections of the Emergency Plan and sup-
porting procedures, toured the facility, inspected the monitoring equip-
ment relied on for emergency detection and continuing assessment and held
discussions with personnel concerning calibration, operability tasks,
sampling techniques and measurement capabilities. The inspectors con-
cluded that the licensee has an adequate program regarding emergency mon-
itoring equipment with one exception. The stack sampling equipment, which
is a primary instrument for EALs, does not appear to be able to take a
representative sample. The length of the sampling tube is excessive,
approximately 200 feet. The tube is exposed to seasonal variations in
temperature without benefit of insulation or heating and the equipment
appears unable to procure an isokinetic sample from the different airflow
of normal and emergency operation. The sampling equipment does not appear
to conform to the guidance in ANSI /ANS " Sampling Airborne Radioactive
Material".

Based on the above findings, this portion of the licensee's program
appears to be acceptable but the following item should be considered for
improvement * Improve the ability of the stack sampling equipment to
obtain a representative sample. (193/84-02-07).

10. Assessment Actions

The inspectors reviewed the appropriate sections of the Emergency Plan and
Supporcing Procedures and held discussions and walkthroughs concerning pro-
cedures and techniques with personnel responsible for assessment actions.
Although the assessment actions were performed in an acceptable manner
during the walkthrough there was no evidence of pre planning or procedural
tools to help perform the necessary steps and computations in a timely
manner. This includes steps to determine the EAL criteria and provide the
information requested by the notification checklist.

Based on the above findings, this portion of the licensee's program
appears acceptable but the following item should be considered for
improvement: Incorporate in a procedure or procedures the required steps
and information to perform the assessment actions. (193/84-02-08).

11. Protective / Corrective Actions

The inspectors held discussions with licensee emergency response person-
nel, reviewed the emergency response implementing procedures, toured the
Emergency Support Center, verified the coverage of the public address (PA)
system and inspected the communication equipment. The inspector noted
that knowledgeable individuals and a suitable Emergency Support Center are
available during a radiological event. However, only the control room and

'

reception area had a PA terminal capable of communication throughout the
building.
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Based on the above findings, this portion of the licensee's program
appears to be acceptable, but the following matter should be considered
for improvement. Provide two-way Communications to the protective /correc-
tive actions team from the emergency support center via radio or public
address system (193/84-02-09).

12. Emergency Support Center

The inspectors reviewed section 8 of the emergency plan, held discussions
with the licensee, conducted walk-throughs with onsite response personnel
(Reactor Facility Engineer) and noted that the emergency support center
(ESC) appeared to be adequate to assess, coordinate and implement correc-
tive actions during a radiological emergency. However, no procedure was
available to monitor and assess the habitability of the center.

Based on the above findings this portion of the licensee's program
appears to be acceptable, but the following matter should be considered
for improvement: A procedure should be developed to initially determine
and continuously assess the habitability of the Emergency Support Center.
(193/84-02-10)

13. Protective Equipment

The inspectors held discussions with licensee personnel, reviewed sections
7.3, 7.6, and 8.2 of the emergency plan and noted an emergency cabinet was
maintained in accordance with the plan at an offsite location in an adja-
cent building. Also, additional protective clothing and radiation detec-
tion equipment would be available onsite for use during a radiological
emergency. All individuals entering the controlled area are provided with
a dosimeter of 0-200 MR range and a film badge, which initially may be
sufficient for non-emergency workers. An adequate number of civil defense
high range dosimetersr, 0-20R and 0-100R, and survey instruments were avail-
able for use in a radiological emergency.

Based on the above findings this portion of the licensee's program
appears to be acceptable.

14. Decontamination Capabilities

The inspector held discussions with licensee health physics personnel,
toured decontamination facilities offsite and near the ESC, inspected de-
contamination supplies and equipment and reviewed the decontamination sec-
tion of RIAEC Radiation Safety Guide (6/84). The inspector noted that no
procedure and only some supplies for decontamination were readily avail-
able for use during a radiological emergency.

Based on the above findings this portion of the licensee's program appears
to be acceptable, but the following matter should be considered for im-
provement A comprehensive procedure should be developed for initial
decontamination of contaminated individJals. As an example, the following
items should be included: body sketches; decontamination supplies; delinea-
tion of decon levels and responsibility; and dosimetry (193/84-02-11)
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15. Equipment Maintenance and Calibration

The inspectors held discussions with licensee health physics personnel,
reviewed records of operability and calibration checks, inspected portable i

radiation monitoring equipment for operability and noted that suitable
radiation monitoring equipment would be available for use during a radio- '

logical emergency. '

Based on the above findings, this portion of the licensee's program
appears to be acceptable.

16. Evacuation

The inspectors interviewed licensee personnel, reviewed appropriate proce-
dures, and noted that there were evacuation alarms and a public address
system to provide appropriate messages. During a test of the evacuation
alarms, the inspectors determined that the alarms were audible throughout
the Reactor Building Laboratory Building. The inspectors noted that
specific evacuation routes from the Office Laboratory Building to the ,

assembly area in the Horn Building had not been designated.

Based on the above findings this portion of the licensee's program appears
to be acceptable, but the following matter should be considered for im-
provement: The Evacuation Procedure should be revised to specify respon-
sibility for sounding the evacuation alarms, the required actions by the
Emergency Response Organization members, and the a signated evacuation
routes. (193/84-02-12)

17. Accountability of Personnel

The inspectors contacted licensee personnel, reviewed pertinent proce-
dures, and noted that a means had been established to account for person-
nel who may have been within the Reactor Building and the adjacent Office
Laboratory Building prior to an evacuation. Provisions were also made
for surveying potentially contaminated personnel.

Based on the above findings this portion of the licensee's program
appears to be acceptable, but the following matter should be considered
for improvement: Procedural guidance should be provided for re-entry to
the evacuated area to conduct searches for missing personnel. (193/84-
02-13).

18. Assembly Areas '

Theinspectorscontactedlicenseepersonnel,reviewedappropriate)proce-
dures, toured the assembly and reassembly area and noted that a suitable I
area had been established for use during a radiological emergency.

Based on the above findings, this portion of t' e licensee's program
appears to be acceptable.
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19. Personnel Monitoring
'

The inspectors contacted licensee personnel, reviewed appropriate Emer-
gency Procedures and noted that there were provisions for monitoring all
individuals at the primary assembly / reassembly area including potentially
contaminated individuals. However, the emergency procedores did not con-
tain specific instructions regarding personnel surveys, including contami-' -
nation levels. The procedures also lacked specific instructions regarding
the retrieval and/or issuance of dosimetry at the assembly / reassembly,.

area.L,
,

Based on the above findings this portion of the licensee's program
appears to be acceptable, but the following matter should be considered
for improvement * Procedural guidance should be provided for performing
andjocumentingpersonnelsurveysandfortheretrievalandissuanceof
personnel dosimetry at the assembly / reassembly area. (193-84-02-14)

20. Personnel Exposure Control

The inspectors held discussions with licensee personnel, reviewed Section
7.5 of the Emergency Plan and noted that exposure guidelines had been
established for emergency response personnel during their performance of
co/rectiveorlifesavingactivities. There were provisions for access
control to the Reactor Building and adjacent Office and-Laboratory Build-
ing for personnel dosimetry, and for protective equipment.

U Based on the above findings, this portion of the licensee's program
#ppears to be acceptable but the following matter should be considered ford

improvement * Procedural guidance should be provided for entering radia-,

tion areas to perform corrective actions or life saving activities, in-
cluding required authorization, dosimetry, and function of team members.
(193-84-02-15).

21. First Aid and Rescue

The inspectors contacted licensee personnel, reviewed emergency procedures,
and inspected portions of the first aid equipment and supplies and noted
that provisions had been established for first aid and rescue.

Based on the above ftidings, this portion of the licensee's program
appears to be acceptable.

22. Emergency Training and Retraining

The inspectors reviewed the training / retraining program that will be used
L' for.the licensee personnel. Various exercises and drills will be conouct-
E ed to test the plan, implementing procedures, emergency equipment and the

' emergency pe'sonnel preparation. The inspectors also interviewed variousr

offsite emergency response personnel in regard to their training.,

*t
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Based'on the above findings, this portion of the licensee's program
appears to be acceptable.

23. Drills and Exercises

The inspectors reviewed the drill and exercise program that is covered in
Section 10 of the Emergency Plan. Various drills will be conducted every
other month starting November 1984. The results of the drills will be
reviewed for improvements to the emergency plan and implementing proce-
dures as required.

Based on the above findings, this portion of the licensee's program
appears to be acceptable.

24. Maintaining of Plans and Procedures

The inspectors discussed the maintenance of the Emergency. Plan and Proce-
dures with licensee personnel and noted that the system provides for the
Emergency Director and the ' Reactor Utilization Committee to review and
approve any revisions.

Based on th'e above findings, this portion of the licensee's program
appears to be acceptable.

s

25. Exit Findings
}

On September 20, 1984, the inspectors met with the individuals identified
in Annex A and summarized the scope and findings of the appraisal.

At no' time during this appraisal was written material provided to the,

licensee by the inspectors.
'

|

,

I
'

s j
,

g k

4

4

-

3

t.

8 "~ *
,_ , , ,_ _. - - , _ _ .



. .

.*

1

Annex A l

Individuals Contacted

R. Coons, Principal Reactor Operator
*A. DiMeglio, Director
*M. Doyle, Assistant Director for Reactor Operations
N. Jacobs, Health Physicist
D. Johnson, Health Physicist
W. Simoneau, Reactor Supervisor

.

B. Smith, Senior Reactor Operator
E. Spring, Senior Reactor Facility Engineer

Representatives of offsite support organizations were also contacted
during the appraisal.

* Denotes those individuals attending the exit meeting on September 20, 1984.
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